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CONSUMER RESPONSES TO VARIOUS NUTRITION « FRONT OF PACK » LOGOS  
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their	 shopping	 cart	 for	 their	 family	 for	 the	 next	 couple	 of	 days	 in	 an	 e‐shopping	
environment.	To	do	so,	they	could	choose	among	273	products	grouped	into	35	product	
families.	They	were	then	given	the	opportunity	to	revise	their	shopping	cart	after	one	of	
the	 seven	 logos	 had	 been	 exhaustively	 applied	 to	 all	 273	 products.	 The	 nutritional	
quality	of	a	cart	was	assessed	according	to	its	salt,	free	sugar	and	saturated	fatty	acids	
































1 The National Program of Nutrition and Health 
2 In Europe, nutrition facts are categorized in two groups. The first one includes calorific value and the quantities of protein, 
carbohydrate and fat. The second one comprises added sugars, saturated fats, dietary fiber and sodium. Nutritional facts may 
also include amounts of starch, polyhydric alcohol, mono-unsaturated fatty acids, polyunsaturated fatty acids, cholesterol and 
minerals or vitamins. In the United States, nutrition facts on most products have been mandatory since the 1990s.  3
content	that	should	be	given	to	the	logos	in	order	to	get	the	best	response	possible	from	
consumers.	
M a n y 	n u t r i t i o n a l 	f r o n t ‐ o f ‐ p a c k 	l o g o s 	h a v e 	e m e r g e d 	o v e r 	t i m e 	a n d 	i n 	v a r i o u s 	




n u t r i t i o n a l 	c o m p o n e n t 	o f 	t h e 	p r o d u c t 	w h o s e 	c o n s u m p t i o n 	s h o u l d 	b e	 restricted	 (or	




guide	 the	 consumer,	 even	 when	 she	 is	 rushed	 and	 inattentive,	 or	 uninterested	 in	
nutritional	issues.	The	objective	is	not	to	define	the	information	framework	but	to	help	
the	 consumer	 in	 situ.	 To	 reach	 this	 objective	 requires	 a	 complex	 methodological	
framework	very	different	from	the	one	used	to	define	nutritional	information.	Our	aim	is	
t o 	c o n s t r u c t 	t h e 	b e s t 	p o s s i b l e 	l o g o 	a n d 	t o 	m e a s u r e 	i t s 	i m p a c t 	o n	 behaviors.	 This	














the	 change	 in	 perception	 of	 the	 products	 labeled.	 But	 the	 authors	 themselves	
















this	 background,	 this	 article	 reports	 a	 laboratory	 experiment	 to	 measure	 the	 actual	
impact	on	purchasing	behavior	of	seven	front‐of‐pack	logos.	One	logo,	already	widely	in	 5








o u r 	s t u d y , 	t h e 	r e f e r e n c e 	s e t 	c a n 	e i t h e r 	b e 	r e s t r i c t e d 	t o 	c l o s e 	substitutes	 (family	
p r o d u c t s ) 	o r 	i n c l u d e 	t h e 	w h o l e 	s e t 	o f 	p r o d u c t s . 	D e p e n d i n g 	o n 	t h e	 option	 selected,	
signals	may	differ	(e.g.	“diet	crisps	are	healthier	than	regular	crisps”	but	“vegetables	are	









d i s p l a y e d 	b o t h 	o n 	c a t a l o g s 	a n d 	o n 	e a c h 	s u b j e c t ’ s 	c o m p u t e r 	s c r e e n.	 Each	 of	 the	 364	
participants	filled	a	cart	–	the	reference	cart	–	in	strictly	identical	conditions.	Then,	after	
taking	a	nutrition	knowledge	test,	each	subject	received	a	new	catalog	with	the	same	






This	 type	 of	 protocol	 helps	 to	 answer	 two	 questions.	 Do	 logos	 significantly	
influence	consumers	to	make	healthier	choices,	and	what	is	the	most	efficient	logo?	Our	














THE SEVEN LOGOS AND THEIR CRITERIA 
 
In	this	study,	nutritional	quality	is	assessed	according	to	the	density	of	salt,	free	
sugar3	a n d 	s a t u r a t e d 	f a t t y 	a c i d 	( S F A ) 	a s 	i t 	i s 	w i d e l y 	r e c o m m e n d e d 	t o 	reduce	 the	
consumption	of	these	three	nutrients	[23,	24,	25].	The	density	of	these	3	nutrients	is	











s a m e 	s i z e , 	a c c o r d i n g 	t o 	t h e i r 	n u t r i t i o n a l 	a s s e s s m e n t 	( i.e.	 salt,	 free	 sugar	 and	 SFA	
content).	The	top	third	always	receives	a	positive	signal.	The	bottom	third	receives	no	





3 According to the WHO definition [26], free sugar includes all added sugar, sugar in fruit juices and in honey, 
and excludes lactose and fructose (except in juices). 










































Meat	 (9);	 Ready‐made	 Meals	 with	 Cheese	 (6),	 Ready‐made	 Meals	 with	 Fish	 (6)	 Pizzas	 (6);	 Pies	 and	
Quiches	(6)	Sandwiches	(6)	Snacks	(9),	Salads	(6)	Soups	(6),	Milk	(9),	Dairy	Products	(9),	Cream	(6)	









TABLE 2. THE 7 LOGOS 
LOGO G RANULARITY R EFERENCE SET P OLICY RANGE 
PAG  Product  All Products  Narrow (green) 
PAR  Product  All Products  Large (green and red) 
PFG  Product  Product Family  Narrow (green) 
PFR  Product  Product Family  Large (green and red) 
NAG  Nutrients  All Products  Narrow (green) 
NFG  Nutrients  Product Family  Narrow (green) 






least	 one	 minor	 child)	 accustomed	 to	 food	 shopping.	 Table	 4	 show s 	t h e 	o b s e r v e d 	
sample.	The	sessions	were	held	in	Grenoble,	at	the	experimental	economics	platform	of	
the	 GAEL	 (Grenoble	 Applied	 Economics	 Laboratory),	 in	 the	 School	 of	 Industrial	
Engineering	(INP).	Each	participant	took	part	in	one	of	our	7	treatments	(one	per	logo).	
One	typical	session	lasted	approximately	two	hours	and	consisted	in	successive	tasks	















prices	 and	 same	 selling	 environment.	 Once	 the	 reference	 cart	 was	 composed,	 new	
catalogs	were	distributed.	These	catalogs	were	identical	to	the	previous	ones	except	that	
t h e y 	s y s t e m a t i c a l l y 	i n c o r p o r a t e d 	o n e 	o f 	t h e 	s e v e n 	l o g o s . 	E a c h 	p articipant	 was	 then	














Table 3. Design of the experiment  
7 GROUPS OF SUBJECTS  
FOR 7 LOGOS 






















PAR PAR  PAR 
PFG PFG  PFG 
PFR PFR  PFR 
NAG NAG  NAG 
NFG NFG  NFG 
GDA GDA  GDA 
 
 




Women  < 40 y.o. 
Graduate 
Studies 
2 or 3 people 
in the 
household 
IMC < 25 
PFG  59  74.1%  42.4%  56.9%  33.9%  54.4% 
PAG  52  90%  40.8%  38.0%  46.0%  63.3% 
NFG  70  82.4%  58.8%  65.3%  35.9%  74.3% 
NAG  75  80%  46.6%  52.0%  34.7%  63.5%  
GDA  52  75%  58.3%  51.9%  50.0%  84.6% 
PFR  29  82.8%  32.1%  65.5%  55.2%  69.0% 
PAR  27  96.2%  40.0%  61.5%  38.5%  68.0% 














































Table 5. Pools of logos  
  Options 
 
Criteria 
Granularity Product  :  Pool PFG-PAG Nutrient : Pool NFV-NTV 
Reference Set  All Products : PAG-NAG Family  : AFV-NFV 







































SFA	 (WSR,	 p‐value=0.604),	 the	 impact	 is	 significantly	 lower	 for	 salt	 (WSR,	 p‐
value=0.000).	While	salt	increases	with	logos	for	35%	of	subjects,	toxic	effects	affect	































































lower	 income	 (against	 respectively	 6.8%	 and	 6.0%,	 MW,	 p‐value=0.007	 and	 0.018).	



























































Each	 of	 the	 seven	 logos	 has	 in	 average	 an	 overall	 positive	 impact	 on	 the	
nutritional	quality	of	carts.	LIM	changes	induced	by	each	logo	are	all	significant	at	the	
1%	l evel 	( W S R ) .	H owever, 	th e	e xten t	of 	th e	im p ac t	d i ffe rs	ac c or ding	to	 the	 logo.	 In	
descending	order	(Figure	3),	the	mean	changes	of	LIM	are:	PAR	(‐14.6%),	PFR	(‐13.8%),	






























(21.4%	 vs.	 6.3%,	 FE	 p‐ v a l u e = 0 . 0 0 1 ) 	a n d 	m o r e 	s u b j e c t s 	e v e n 	d a m a g e 	t h e 	n u t r i t i o n a l 	
quality	of	their	carts	–	toxic	effect	–	(25.5%	vs.	6.3%,	FE	p‐value=0.011).	The	‘product’	



















0.181).	 The	 lack	 of	 data	 explains	 the	 non‐significance	 for	 incomes.	 'Green'	 does	 not	
discriminate	 these	 groups	 of	 subjects.	 Finally,	 the	 'red'	 option	 exacerbates	 the	 poor	
impact	of	the	logos	on	salt	by	inducing	significant	toxic	effects	(50%	of	subjects).	
Finally,	the	reference	set	is	the	criterion	that	differentiates	the	logos	the	least.	


































































































choose	 food	 for	 their	 family	 for	 two	 days	 in	 two	 treatments:	 without	 and	 with	
nutritional	 front‐of‐pack	 logos.	 Observed	 behaviors	 suggest	 that	 the	 introduction	 of	
logos	has	a	positive	effect	on	the	nutritional	quality	of	food	carts	(measured	according	
the	salt,	free	sugar	and	saturated	fatty	acid	content).	Several	logos	were	tested.	They	









































































































































































l o g o 	i s 	g r e a t e r 	i f 	w e 	s i m p l i f y 	t h e 	m e s s a g e .   Even	 though	 the	 experimental	 setting	
encourages	 careful	 consideration,	 logos	 that	 assess	 the	 product	r a t h e r 	t h a n 	e a c h 	
nutrient	are	more	efficient	in	decreasing	the	density	of	free	sugar,	SFA	and	salt.	In	real	













option.	 Other	 arguments	 can	 be	 mobilized.	 Whereas	 the	 ‘all	 product’	 option	 is	 less	
informative	(who	does	not	know	that	radishes	are	healthier	than	crisps?)	it	may	be	




find	 more	 incentives	 to	 improve	 the	 nutritional	 quality	 of	 their	 products	 with	 a	
reference	set	limited	to	the	family.	This	issue	deserves	specific	research.	
























context.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 we	 have	 found	 five	 limits.	 First,	 th e 	‘ b e f o r e 	a n d 	a f t e r ’ 	
structure	 of	 the	 experiment	 which	 emphasizes	 the	 logos	 may	 have	i n c r e a s e d 	t h e i r 	
overall	 positive	 effect.	 The	 extent	 of	 nutritional	 improvement	 i n d u c e d 	b y 	o u r 	l o g o s 	
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